Policymakers typically try to address youth unemployment in developing countries through either active labor market programs (ALMPs) or labor-intensive public works programs (LIPWs). We examine whether there is any additional benefit for unemployed youth from participating in a comprehensive ALMP compared to a LIPW. We exploit an unanticipated intervention in the largest employment program in Papua New Guinea, which resulted in one intake of the program completing a LIPW and missing out on a comprehensive ALMP. We conduct a difference-in-difference analysis between participants in the intake that missed out on the ALMP component of the program and participants in the intakes immediately before and after. In contrast to most impact evaluations of ALMPs, we show youth that completed the comprehensive ALMP were around twice as likely to be employed in the formal sector 9-12 months after the program compared to similar youth in the intake that only completed a LIWP. This effect was entirely driven by 20% of youth who participated in the ALMP staying with the employer they were placed with following the end of the program. Surveys of these employers illustrate that they use the ALMP as a low-cost, low-risk, and relatively low-effort way of hiring new employees. which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and reproduction in any medium, provided you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made.
Introduction
The vast majority of young people in developing countries do not have a formal sector job and earn an income through a range of activities classified as "vulnerable employment" by the International Labour Organization. To address this issue, billions of dollars have been spent by governments and aid donors on programs that typically take the form of either active labor market programs (ALMPs) or labor-intensive public works programs (LIPWs). The former aims to improve the long-term employability of youth by providing training, work placements, and job searching assistance, whereas the latter is a form of social protection through the creation of temporary employment opportunities. The key difference is that ALMPs tend to be more resource-intensive, as they aim to create employment for participants beyond the life of a program, as opposed to LIPWs where the benefits are expected to be short term. However, there is a growing evidence base indicating that ALMPs fail to achieve their aim and tend to have little to no impact on employment (McKenzie, 2017; Blattman and Ralston, 2015) . This raises the question as to whether policymakers should only invest in LIPWs if there are no additional employment benefits from ALMPs beyond those of LIPWs. This is the first study to explore this question and we do so by rigorously testing the additional impact from an ALMP beyond an LIPW in Port Moresby, the capital city of Papua New Guinea (PNG). The government of Port Moresby (National Capital District Commission (NCDC)) has been conducting the Urban Youth Employment Program (UYEP), in partnership with the World Bank, for unemployed youth since 2012. The program consists of both a LIPW component and a comprehensive ALMP component. The latter includes vocational training, job matching, and fully subsidized work placements for a 5-month period. Only youth who perform well on a basic numeracy and literacy test and attend training prior to the LIPW component are eligible for the ALMP component. We evaluate the additional benefit of the ALMP by exploiting the unanticipated cancelation of the ALMP component midway through the LIPW component of one intake of the program. Specifically, we conduct a difference-in-difference analysis between eligible youth in the intake that missed out on the ALMP (they only completed the LIPW component and a 1-week basic training course prior to the LIPW) with the youth in the intakes immediately before and after that completed both the LIPW and ALMP components.
We show that the youth that completed both program components were around twice as likely to be employed in the formal sector 9-12 months after the program compared to the eligible youth in the intake that only completed the LIWP component. This effect was driven by 20% of ALMP participants staying with the employer they were placed with following the end of the program. Surveys of employers illustrate that partnering with UYEP provides them with a low-cost, low-risk, and relatively low-effort way to screen potential new employees.
These findings are contrary to the bulk of existing evidence that shows ALMPs tend to have little or no effect on employment (McKenzie, 2017; Blattman and Ralston, 2015) . We provide evidence suggesting this may be due to the comprehensive nature of the ALMP component of UYEP. Most ALMPs only provide youth with one of the following: subsidized job placements, vocational training, or job search and matching assistance. In contrast, the ALMP component of UYEP includes all three of these aspects (in addition to the initial LIWP component) and lasts for 6 months. Employer surveys illustrate that each of these aspects of UYEP contribute to them offering youth the opportunity to continue working for them following the conclusion of the program. This paper is structured as follows. First, we present the related literature on ALMPs and our contribution followed by a discussion of the context the program is operating in and provide details about the program. This is followed by a description of the difference-in-difference methodology we employ and evidence is provided in support of the "equal trends" assumption.
We then present the main findings, some suggestive evidence from an employer survey, and discuss the implications of the results.
Related literature and our contribution
There has been a significant number of impact evaluations of ALMPs in a variety of contexts and the vast majority have shown that they tend to have little to no effect (McKenzie, 2017) .
In particular, programs that only include one component of an ALMP (either subsidized job placements, vocational training, or job search and matching assistance) tend to have no impact on employment. The direct employment benefits from subsidized job placements, whereby participants complete internships and their wages are subsided, tend to only be short-lived as the effect quickly diminishes once the program is completed (McKenzie, 2017) . In addition, in some cases, subsidizing job placements has been shown to negatively affect employment opportunities of individuals who do not participate in the program, which suggests that the aggregate number of job opportunities in the labor market is not being increased (Groh et al., 2016) . Blattman and Ralston (2015) show that providing participants with vocational training rarely generates jobs (unless a cash grant is provided) and almost never passes a basic cost-benefit test. Training conducted by private institutions that tailor the education to meet the demands of the private sector has been shown to be slightly more effective; however, even in these cases, the benefits drop off quickly over time (Hirshleifer et al., 2016) . Another type of ALMP consists of providing job search and matching assistance, which is substantially cheaper than wage subsidies and training (Caria and Lessing, 2019) . However, there is very little evidence that this type of ALMP has an effect on employment in developing countries (McKenzie, 2017) .
There is some evidence to suggest that ALMPs that combine two or more of these components are more effective. In Latin America, a number of programs (such as entra21, Jovenes, and Juventud y Empleo) combine vocational training with subsidized work placements and they have been shown to have a positive effect on formal employment but not overall employment (i.e., both formal and informal) (e.g., see Alzua et al., 2016; Attanasio et al., 2015; Diaz and Rosas, 2016) . A recent study in Uganda shows that combining vocational training or subsidized work placements (in the form of internships) with job matching assistance resulted in large employment benefits that lasted 4 years after the program (Alfonsi et al., 2017) . The authors of this study argue that vocational training was more beneficial than subsidized work placements as participants learnt more sector-specific as opposed to firm-specific skills.
A major shortcoming of most existing impact evaluations on this topic is their inability to disentangle whether the impact they are detecting is due to youth simply being part of an employment program or the actual content of the program (McKenzie, 2017) . Specifically, Beam et al. (2016) , Galasso et al. (2004) , and Levinsohn and Pugatch (2014) have shown that simply being part of a program, as opposed to the nature of the program itself, can have an effect on formal sector employment. Many impact evaluations on this topic are unable to overcome this issue because they use comparison groups that are not part of the program, such as a control group in a randomized controlled trial whose members do not participate in the program. In these cases, studies may overestimate the impact of the particular type of program as they are estimating the effect of a combination of being part of any employment program and the effect of the particular type of program they are evaluating.
Against this background, we make four contributions to the existing literature on this topic. This is the first study to rigorously investigate the marginal effect of an ALMP beyond a LIWP. Existing research has tended to focus on the impact of participating in just one type of program relative to not participating in any program. Second, we investigate the effect of one of the most comprehensive ALMPs in the developing world as it provides participants with vocational training, job matching, and fully subsidized work placements over a period of 8 months. Previous impact evaluations have typically analyzed the effect of more limited ALMPs, such as those that only provide vocational training or wage subsidies. Third, we overcome the challenge faced by most other impact evaluations by having a "placebo" comparison group of program participants that do not fully participate in the program compared to the treatment group (they only do the LIWP component). This ensures that the effect we detect is driven by the content of the program as opposed to simply being part of any program (however, we cannot rule out the possibility that differences between the treatment and control groups are partly due to the duration of exposure to the program). Finally, this study is one of only a small number of rigorous impact evaluations that have been completed in the very challenging context of PNG. By doing so, our study helps to enable evidence-based policymaking in this part of the world.
3 Details about the context and the program design 3.1 The context the program is operating in UYEP is conducted in Port Moresby, the capital and largest city in PNG. Across the country, the number of jobs in formal sector employment reduced by 10% from 2013 to 2017 and more than half the population is under the age of 25 years (BPNG 2018; UNFPA 2014) . Formal sector employment peaked at 16% of the labor force in 2013 following 6 years of strong economic growth driven from some mining projects; however, since this time the non-mining economy has been undergoing a significant downturn (Jones and McGavin, 2015; BPNG, 2018) . Twothirds of formal sector jobs are in the private sector (heavily concentrated in the wholesale and retail trade sector and construction), with the remainder in the public sector (NSO, 2013; Jones and McGavin, 2015) . There are large skill shortages in a variety of trades, such as carpentry, hospitality, retail, and office administration (Imbun, 2015) . In addition, the cost of labor is quite high as the minimum wage was around 1.22 United States Dollars (USD) per hour in 2018, which is the same as countries with Gross Domestic Product (GDP) per capita four times that of PNG (such as Malaysia) (Jones and McGavin, 2015) .
Despite the large skill shortages, there are few opportunities for youth to enter the formal sector labor market in Port Moresby. Since the end of the mining boom in 2013, private sector employment has fallen by 20% in Port Moresby, led by large declines in the construction industry followed by wholesale and retail trade (BPNG, 2018) . In addition, each year more than 80,000 youth leave secondary school across the country but most are not trained well enough to transition into formal sector roles (Voigt-Graf, 2017) . There are only limited places available at technical colleges and universities (just over 5,000 across the country), which restricts the options available for youth to be trained to fill some of the skill shortages (Voigt-Graf, 2017 ).
This issue is particularly acute in Port Moresby as a large number of young people migrate there in search of better job opportunities (Voigt-Graf, 2017) . It is estimated that there are at least 40,000 unemployed youth currently in Port Moresby (World Bank, 2018) . This is set to grow as the number of people between the ages of 15 and 35 years in PNG is expected to increase by more than 50% over the next 25 years (UNFPA, 2018).
The design of the program
The government and aid donors have invested in a range of strategies to address the lack of 
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Identification strategy
To determine the impact of the ALMP component of this program (beyond just the LIWP component), we conduct a difference-in-difference analysis and exploit a one-off, unexpected change in the implementation of the program. Specifically, during intake 13 of UYEP, there was an unanticipated intervention in the program and the standard ALMP component was removed part way through the LIWP component. Instead, participants were offered the opportunity to be paid to be a volunteer at the 2016 Under 23 Women's FIFA World Cup. Youth who undertook this placement were only engaged for around one-third of the period of time as youth who undertook the standard ALMP (2 months compared to 6 months). It seems unlikely that if the duration of the volunteer program had been longer, employability of the youth in this intake would have been improved. The volunteer placement only involved basic manual labor, limited training opportunities, and there was no potential for ongoing employment with the employer as this was a one-off event. As such, program participants in intake 13 who were eligible to complete the ALMP component because of their academic performance in the screening test and satisfactory completion of BLST did not complete an ALMP. Following intake 13, the usual program resumed whereby people who were eligible completed the ALMP component as was the case in earlier intakes. Importantly, the change in the program for intake 13 was not made public until after youth for intake 14 had expressed interest in UYEP and all youth in the treatment who were eligible to participate in the ALMP component of the program took up this opportunity.
The youth who were eligible for the ALMP component in intake 13, but missed out due to the temporary change to the program ("placebo" control group), are comparable to the youth in the intakes just before and just after (intakes 12 and 14) who completed the ALMP component (treatment group) for five reasons (Figure 1 ). First, all youth in each of the three intakes had not worked in the formal sector in the last 6 months and on average between 75% and 80% of the youth had never worked in the formal sector throughout their life. Second, intakes 12, 13, and 14 occurred at a relatively similar time (the baseline surveys occurred in April, July, and November 2015, respectively). Third, the youth are sourced from the same areas in Port Moresby and expressed interest in the program through the same channels. Fourth, the removal of the ALMP component of the program during intake 13 was not known by participants at the time the intake began and they were only informed of this change part way through the LIWP component. Finally, statistical balance calculations show that there were The main outcomes of interest are whether the treatment group outperformed the control group in terms of employment in the formal sector, earning a cash income, and seeking employment. The exact wording of each of the questions is shown in Table 1 and they are based on what has been used in other impact evaluations on this topic (McKenzie, 2017) .
The baseline survey was conducted from April to November 2015 when youth were registering to participate in the program. The follow-up survey was conducted in July to August 2017, which was around 9 months after all youth from these three intakes had completed the program.
Sample size and statistical balance
There were 355 program participants who met the criteria outlined above and completed the baseline survey. Among these respondents, 215 were re-interviewed in the follow-up survey (113 in the control group and 102 in the treatment group). Respondents in the treatment group were only three percentage points more likely to complete the follow-up survey than respondents in the control group. We show in Appendix A1 that on average there was no difference in the demographic characteristics between respondents who were re-interviewed and those that were not, except in regards to education. Respondents in the treatment group who were re-interviewed were more likely to have lower levels of education at baseline (there were no statistically significant differences between respondents in the control group who were re-interviewed and those that were not). The relatively small sample size (compared to other impact evaluations of ALMPs) means we are only adequately powered to detect statistically significant differences between treatment and control groups of at least 8 percentage points. Have you sought any kind of paid job in the last 3 months?
Note: These questions were typically asked in the local dialect, Tok Pisin.
Statistical balance calculations show that there were no statistically significant differences (at a p value below 0.05) between the demographic characteristics of respondents who completed both surveys in the treatment and control groups. Table 2 shows that the only statistically significant difference between these groups is that those in the treatment group were slightly older.
Addressing the equal trends assumption
Sections 4.1 and 4.2 outline how the treatment and placebo control groups were clearly comparable at the time of the baseline survey; however, the key assumption of a difference-in-difference analysis is that in the absence of the program the comparability of the groups would have lasted over time (i.e., there would be "equal trends"). We take two steps to illustrate that this equal trends assumption is reasonable. First, we show that youth in the treatment and control groups experienced very similar employment and job-seeking histories prior to the program. While we only have two rounds of survey data (before and after the program), the baseline survey includes a number of questions that provide insight into respondents' lives at various points in time (Table 3 ). There are no statistically significant differences between the treatment and control groups across a range of characteristics that capture their employment and job-seeking histories. This provides good reason to believe they would have had very similar trajectories for employment and job-seeking outcomes in the absence of the program. .196] [0.198] SE, standard errors in parentheses. *p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01. N refers to the number of observations. #One people in the control group did not provide an answer to this question.
In addition, there were few opportunities for these unemployed youth to enter the formal sector. As discussed above, the levels of formal sector employment in Port Moresby declined by 20% from 2013 to 2017 and most employers were not hiring new staff (BPNG, 2017) . As such, it is highly unlikely that opportunities in the formal sector for the youth in these intakes that are 3 months apart would have varied dramatically in the absence of the program.
The second step we take to illustrate the credibility of the equal trends assumption is to follow Duflo (2001) and conduct a placebo test. This involves selecting groups of individuals in the same intakes as the treatment (intakes 12 and 14) and control groups (intake 13) who were not affected by the program, and conducting difference-in-difference analysis. If there are no statistically significant differences in outcomes, this provides further evidence that in the absence of the program the trajectory of outcomes of the actual treatment and control groups would have been comparable. The design of this study naturally lends itself to conducting a placebo test using UYEP participants who were not eligible to complete the ALMP component due to their performance in the academic test in intakes 12, 13, and 14. We show in Table 4 that there are no statistically significant differences between these groups across demographic characteristics.
Empirical strategy
To estimate the effect of the ALMP component on the main outcomes in Table 1 , we conduct a difference-in-difference, ordinary least squares (OLS) regression in the form of a linear probability model that can be written as follows:
where Y it is a dummy variable for each of the outcomes of interest discussed in Table 1 , Treatment i is a dummy variable that takes the value of 1 if the respondent belongs to the treatment group and the value of 0 if the respondent belongs to the control group, After t is a dummy variable that takes the value of 1 for the follow-up survey and 0 for the baseline survey and ε it is the model error term. β 3 captures the average difference in differences in regards to the outcomes of interest (Y it ) between respondents in treatment group and the control group (i.e., the treatment effect).
The estimates of the OLS regression above are compared to those obtained from a binary logit model and they are qualitatively similar (see Appendix A2). In addition, the OLS regression above is conducted controlling for baseline characteristics and the results are very similar (see Appendix A2).
Marginal Impact of the ALMP component of UYEP
Effect on employment and job-seeking behavior
The ALMP component has a large effect on formal employment, with a 41.2 percentage point increase in the share of participants in the treatment group who are currently working or worked in the last 6 months compared to a 23.0 percentage point increase in the control group (see Table 5 ). This is from a starting point of no formal employment in the last 6 months at the time of the baseline survey, which means the 18.2 percentage point difference can be attributed to the effect of the program. This difference in the overall rate of formal sector employment resulted in youth in the treatment group having on average higher weekly wages and working more hours in the formal sector. However, conditional on being employed there were no statistically significant differences in wages and hours worked between the treatment and control groups. On average, participants who worked in the formal sector currently or in the The large effect on employment from the program is due to youth continuing to work with the employer they were placed with after the end of the program (Figure 2 ). In the treatment group, 20% of participants were employed with their ALMP employer at the time of the follow-up survey, compared to no one in the control group as this option was not available for them. In comparison, there was no statistically significant effect from the program on formal sector employment with a different employer, as 21% of youth in both treatment and control groups were employed somewhere other than their ALMP employer. This suggests the effect of the ALMP on formal sector employment is a level shift in outcomes (i.e., increase in the likelihood of having employment immediately following the program) as opposed to an increase in the rate at which an individual might be employed in the future.
Similar to the results of other impact evaluations of ALMPs (McKenzie, 2017) , the program did not lead youth in the treatment group to be more likely to have earned cash or searched for a job compared to youth in the control group (Table 5 ). However, the program does have a positive effect on job-seeking behavior if we restrict our analysis to youth who did not have a job in the formal sector in the last 6 months. Among these youth, there was a 24.2 percentage point difference between changes in job-seeking behavior between treatment and control groups.
Figure 2 Impact of the program on formal employment by type of employer
Note: Two respondents in the control group claimed to be employed with their ALMP employer even though they did not complete the ALMP. This is why in the figure above the control group does not have 0% employment by ALMP employers.
Placebo test for employment and job-seeking behavior
We illustrate the robustness of the results in Section 5.1 by conducting a placebo test of the equal trends assumption. As discussed in Section 4.3, we compare the change in outcomes for individuals in the same intakes as the treatment (intakes 12 and 14) and control groups (intake 13) who were not eligible to complete the ALMP component due to their performance in the academic test. These individuals only completed the LIWP component of the program. The results of the placebo test are shown in Table 6 . There are no statistically significant differences in outcomes, which provides further evidence that the equal trends assumption is reasonable.
The outcomes shown in Table 6 are not directly comparable to those shown in Table 5 because the time between the follow-up survey and when youth exited the program is substantially different. Youth in the treatment and control groups did not exit the program until a much longer period of time had passed (in some cases, over a year) than youth in the placebo analysis above (see further discussion in Appendix 3). As such, the follow-up survey was around 18-24 months after the youth in the placebo analysis exited the program, whereas the follow-up survey was around 9-12 months after the youth in the treatment and control groups completed the program. This means that the youth included in the placebo analysis (those that were ineligible for the program) had spent on average almost twice as long in the labor market following the conclusion of the program as eligible youth in the same intakes. As a result, they have had substantially more time following the program to find alternative employment opportunities than youth in the treatment and control groups.
Supplementary evidence from an employer survey
The findings above show the employment benefits for youth from UYEP are predominantly driven by employers continuing to engage ALMP participants beyond the end of the program.
To verify this result and to provide a qualitative understanding of the degree that each component of UYEP contributed to this, we surveyed a sample of 65 out of 100 employers involved in the program. The sample consisted of all the largest employers (those that had more than 10 ALMP placements over the last 2 years) and a random selection of the remaining employers who had at least one ALMP placement over the last 2 years. This survey showed a very similar rate of post-program employment for youth who completed the ALMP (20%) as was reported by program participants themselves (discussed above). Employers repeatedly highlighted the importance of each of the three components of UYEP (the provision of a subsidized wage, the training provided to participants, and the job matching process) in playing a key role in why they participate and continue to employ youth beyond the ALMP placement. The findings of the survey that relate to each of these components are discussed below.
Subsidized wage
Employers involved in UYEP did not need to pay the ALMP participants throughout the 5-month placement (their wage was provided by the program) and this appears to be essential for at least three reasons. First, most employers would not have participated in the program to the same extent in the absence of a subsidy. We captured employers' willingness to pay by asking how many ALMP placements they intended to offer over the next year with the full subsidy, if only half the subsidy was offered, or if no subsidy was in place. On average, only 30% of employers would keep the same number of placements if they received half the subsidy and less than 15% of employers would keep the same number of placements if there was no subsidy.
Second, 45% of employers stated the number one change they would make to the program would be to increase the time period of ALMP beyond 5 months (assuming the full subsidy remained). Finally, the subsidy allowed some employers to reduce the total labor costs of their business as 28% reported that they would have more staff in the absence of UYEP (compared to 10% that said they would have fewer staff). This suggests a displacement effect from the program as fewer jobs may have been available in the labor market for non-participants. However, the extent of the displacement effect is unknown and it may not fully offset the employment benefits created for the program participants.
Training
The importance of the training provided to youth to overcome the skill shortages in the labor market was consistently highlighted by employers. One of the main barriers to employers hiring more staff is that "training new staff is too costly," with this option being listed as one of the top three reasons provided by 52% of employers. The popularity of this response is even higher than "economic conditions" (listed by 49% of employers), which is noteworthy given the downturn in the non-mining sector in PNG. In light of this, it is not surprising that 51% of employers listed the training provided to youth prior to ALMP placements as the most important aspect of the program. Furthermore, 49% of employers wanted the amount of training provided to youth prior to the placement increased, which was the highest response provided in regard to a question about how to improve the program.
Matching
Employers appear to have used the ALMP placements as a low-cost way to screen youth prior to deciding whether they wanted to offer them a job. More employers stated that the main reason they offered jobs to ALMP youth was due to the performance of the youth undertaking the placement as opposed to any need for additional staff (52% compared to 37%). This is reinforced by the finding that one of the main barriers to hiring more staff employers face is that staff with the right skills are difficult to find (52% of employers included this as one of the top three answers). Furthermore, employers indicated that UYEP was the third most common way they recruited new staff, after newspaper advertisements and job agencies.
Discussion of the results
This study has shown that youth who participated in the ALMP component of UYEP were around twice as likely to be employed in the formal sector 9-12 months after the program compared to those youths who just completed the LIWP component. This is counter to the bulk of the existing evidence on ALMPs that tends to show they have little impact (McKenzie, 2017) and we provide evidence suggesting this may be due to the comprehensive nature of UYEP.
Most ALMPs only consist of wage subsidies, vocational training, or job matching assistance and any one of them in isolation may not result in higher employment if there are multiple frictions in the labor market. For example, only providing youth with vocational training is unlikely to increase their employment prospects if employers do not have a low-cost way of finding and screening candidates before hiring them. Similarly, subsidizing work placements in the absence of training or matching of potential employees with firms is less likely to lead to post-program employment when training employees on the job is quite costly for employers.
Furthermore, employers are less likely to hire employees who are matched with their firm if they lack basic training or they need to pay them a relatively high wage immediately. the benefits might still not be as large as the cost. This is consistent with the existing evidence that shows ALMPs rarely have cost-benefit ratios greater than 1 (McKenzie 2017; Blattman and Ralston, 2015) .
The findings from this impact evaluation also suggest two limitations of the ALMP component of the program, which relate to who the youth are employed by and who benefits from the program. First, the large effect on employment from the ALMP component is due to youth continuing with the employers they were placed with through the program. This would suggest that the skills these youths gained were mainly firm specific, and may not necessarily transfer to other firms and industries. This limitation of subsidized work placements has been shown in other studies (Alfonsi et al., 2017) . As such, there is little scope for scaling up the program because there is limited demand from the small number of firms in Port Moresby where an ALMP placement is feasible.
A second limitation is that even though we show large employment impacts for youth in the treatment group, the design of our study means we cannot rule out the possibility that the ALMP component did not increase the total number of jobs in the labor market. A displacement effect could have occurred whereby ALMP employers would have hired more people from elsewhere in the absence of the program and as a result total employment could have remained unchanged. Few studies have been able to rigorously test whether these general equilibrium effects exist (Groh et al., 2016) .
Conclusion
This study illustrates that youth who participated in both ALMP and LIPW components of UYEP are substantially better off in the labor market than those who only completed the LIPW component. This is in contrast to previous studies that suggest there is little to no impact on employment from ALMPs. This discrepancy may be due to the comprehensive nature of the ALMP component of UYEP that includes subsidized job placements, vocational training, and job search and matching assistance. A major limitation of the comprehensive ALMP component of UYEP is that higher rates of post-program employment are due to youth staying on with the employer that they were matched with as part of the program. This means that if a participant does not get a job immediately following the program with their ALMP employer, then they are not any more likely to be employed.
The two main areas of further research that emerge from this study relate to the design and time frame. Future impact evaluations could include a randomized control trial design where youth are randomly allocated to complete either an ALMP or LIPW so that it is possible to identify whether there is any difference in the effect between the programs. This study is unable to directly observe this as it only focuses on the additional benefit of an ALMP beyond an LIPW as opposed to the difference between the two. Another suggestion for further research is that youth are tracked regularly through follow-up surveys over a much longer time frame.
This would help identify the extent to which youth switch between employers over time or if there is limited movement within the formal sector labor market. 
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A.A Attrition
A.3 Further examination of the equal trends assumption
In the body of the paper, we illustrate that the employment outcomes of youth in the control group are substantially worse than the treatment group at the time of the follow-up survey (Table 5) ; however, there are relatively little differences between the employment outcomes of youth in the control group and either group in the placebo analysis (Table 6) . At first glance, this may draw into question the validity of the equal trends assumption between eligible youth in intakes 12 and 14 (the treatment group) and eligible youth in intake 13 (the control group).
Assuming eligibility is positively associated with performance in the labor market, we would have expected that eligible youth in intake 13 would have achieved employment outcomes substantially better than ineligible youth in intakes 12, 13, and 14 (the groups used in placebo analysis). We show in Tables A4 and A5 the point estimate for differences in employment outcomes are not very large (and rarely statistically significant).
We attribute the limited differences in employment outcomes (that are largely statistically insignificant) to differences in the timing of the follow-up survey and when youth exited the program as opposed to raising a significant concern about the equal trends assumption.
Eligible youth in intakes 12 and 14 (the treatment group) and eligible youth in intake 13 (the control group) would on average wait around 6 months from completing the first stage of the program (the LIPWs) until beginning the second stage (the ALMP for youth in the treatment group and the alternative opportunity offered to the control group). This is because the timing of the recruitment of intakes do not perfectly match the availability of positions in the second stage of the program. Therefore, eligible youth in a given intake do not exit the program until a much longer period of time has passed (in some cases, over a year) than ineligible youth in the same intake. As such, the follow-up survey was around 18-24 months after ineligible youth exited the program, whereas the follow-up survey was around 9-12 months after eligible youth completed the program. This means that the youth included in the placebo analysis had spent on average almost twice as long in the labor market following the conclusion of the program as youth in the treatment and control groups in the same intakes. As a result, they had substantially more time following the program to find alternative employment opportunities than youth in the treatment and control groups who exited the program without an ongoing job.
This issue of timing is particularly acute for eligible youth in intake 13 as they did not have any potential for future employment from the alternative opportunity offered to them as it was a one-off event. Therefore, all eligible youth in this intake were unemployed immediately following the conclusion of the program. In contrast, at least 20% of youth in the treatment group (this is what is captured in the follow-up survey 9-12 months after the program) had a job with their ALMP employer at the conclusion of the program. We show in Figure 2 there are no statistically significant differences between employment outcomes for youth in the control and treatment group who did not have a job following the program (i.e., among youth that did not continue to have employment with the employer they were matched with as part of the program), which is consistent with the equal trends assumption. This suggests the effect of the ALMP on formal sector employment is a level shift in outcomes (i.e., increase in the likelihood of having employment immediately following the program) as opposed to an increase in the rate at which an individual might be employed in the future. To provide further evidence in favor of the equal trends assumption, we conduct two additional types of analysis whereby we use ineligible youth from intakes 12, 13, and 14 as control groups as opposed to the eligible youth in intake 13 that are used as the control group in the main regression analysis. Specifically, we conduct the identical analysis as presented in Table 5 ; however, in one case, we use ineligible youth in intake 13 as the control group and in the other case we use ineligible youth in intakes 12 and 14 as the control group. We present the findings of these additional types of analysis in Tables A6 and A7 . The main results hold using these alternative specifications.
